Several studies have examined job seeking patterns in nondisabled populations. By and large, the results indicate informal job search, through family and friends and by direct application to employers, account for the lion's share of jobs obtained. These findings hold true for blue-collar workers (Reynolds, 1951; Parnes, 1954; Adams and Aronson, 1957; Wilcock and Franke, 1963; Sheppard and Belitsky, 1966; and Rungeling, Smith, and Scott, 1976) , professionals and managers (Brown, 1967; Dyer, 1972; and 2 Granove_tter, 1974) , and recent college graduates (Young, 1975) .
In contrast, formal sources, such as want ads and employment agencies, though widely used, produce far fewer jobs.
Only two studies have examined job search pattern~ among disabled workers, and the results. are less than definitive. Jaffe, Day, ~nd Adams (1964) .interviewed approximately 1, 300 New York worker's compensation beneficiaries whose injuries had occurred in the.early and mid 1950s. Of those men who wer~ employed at the time of the interview in 1960 and who had not returned to their former employers·, app!oximately 30% had obtained their jobs by applying directly to t\:i.e firm, 24,% had been ~ssisted by friends and relatives, 12% obtained jobs through the state employment office, 9% had found jobs through want ads, and 23% had found jobs through labor unions or other sources. The authors state that these job . .
seeking patterns resemble the pattern of manual workers at large. Veglahn ( 1975) surveyed 48 employed male paraplegic clients of the Iowa vocational rehabilitation agency who had obtained employm¢nt within the preceding four years. He found that his respondents had used a mix of formal anq informal methods, not unlike those used by nonhandicapped individuals. Twenty-eight percent were placed by the agency, 28% found jobs through direct application, 13%
found jobs through friends or relatives, 13% found jobs through -newspaper want ads and private employment agencies, and none were placed by the state employment service. Jaffe, et al ( 1964) , generated some important information, but it is uncertain whether the population that they studied (men and those previously known to be deceased were excluded.
Each client was called up to four times to make contact.
The first two calls occurred on consecutive workdays, Monday through Thursday between six and eight in the evening. The last two calls were made when necessary Monday through Friday between nine and four during the day in the week following the second call.
Information was accepted only from the client or from an interpreter if the client was present but unable to communicate directly with the interviewer, as occurred when the client was deaf or mentally retarded.
Three female social work graduate students did the interviewing. Each interviewer followed a prepared questionnaire inventory, as shown in Appendix B. Clients' answers were recorded on the questionnaire and later keypunched and verified. To amplify the nature of search, clients were asked to state the most serious problem they encountered in looking for work. Responses The respondents included 175 males and 98 females. One hundred and forty-seven of the respondents were severely disabled and 126
were not severely disabled. Clients' disabilities were as -follows: visually impaired, excluding those legally blind (8), hearing (9), orthopedic (136), amputation (11), mental (87), and other (22). The variables of sex, severity of disability, and type of disability were not related to whether an individual responded or not.
Job Search
Each respondent was asked to indicate whether they had tried each of ten different job search methods while they were with the agency. Table I presents the number and percentage of individuals using each method and also shows separate tallies for severely and not severely disabled respondents. Clients could and did indicate that they used more than one method in their job· search. 27.5 those who found a job while at the agency, those who found a job after their case was closed, and those who had no job at closure and when sul:'veyed. The relative frequency of use of each search method was about the same for clients in each group. However, comparison across the groups indicates less successful clients were less inclined to use most methods. If only the group that found a job before agency closure and the group that never found a job are considered, there is a consistent tendency of the latter to be less likely to report using every method. Clients who obtained a job after the agency closed their case closely resembled those clients who found jobs while with the agency and indeed were more likely to· report using several of the methods. There is no obvious explanation for this unless the group that found jobs later had a more difficult time in their job search and consequently .put extra effort into their search or were involved in search for a longer period and thus had time to try different methods.
The average number of methods used by respondents in each group was related to job search success. Those who obtained a job before their case was closed used an average of 4. 06 methods. The group who found a job later used an average of 4. 02 search methods.
The group who never found a job used an average of 3. 30 search methods. The difference between the average number of search .methods -of the group who found a job while with the agency and the group who never found a job was significa·nt .(t = 2. 20, df = 212, p < • 05).
The results indicate that while all groups tended to use the same methods, clients who were less successful in finding work by virtue of never having. found a job .tended to use all search methods less . frequently than those who found a job while with the agency.
Methods of Finding Jobs
The most frequently used job search methods did not :i:iecessarily yield the most jobs. Table III clients who found jobs while with the agency, use of friends or relatives led to the most jobs, followed by direct application, rehabilitation counselors, schools, former employers, want ads, unions, the state employment service, and job developers. There were no significant differences due to severity of disability. clients who reported finding a job after leaving the agency. These clients yielded a .slightly different distribution of successful job search methods than the clients who found employment while they were still being served by the agency. Generally, clients who found a job later reported using job search methods at the agency less often and used other methods more often, which is understandable because sources at the agency were no longer available to them. severely and not severely disabled respondents who located employment after their case was closed. There were no significant differences due to severity of disability.
Efficiency of Job Search Methods
The number of jobs found with each method is influenced by the number of individuals using a method. Ratios of the number of jobs obtained by a method to the number of people using tb.e method were calculated in two different ways and are shown in Table III . To calculate the first efficiency ratio, the number of clients who found-a job by a particular method while with the agency was divided by the total number of clients using the method during their. association with the agency. Search methods, in order of descend.ing efficiency, were schools, friends or relatives, unions,· rehabilitation counselors, former employers, direct application, want ads, the state employment service, job developers, and private employment agencies.
Use of friends or relatives resulted in the greatest number of jobs, wa~ only fifth in frequency of use, and was one of the two most efficient methods. Although .use of direct application resulted in the second largest number of jobs and was the most frequently used search method, it was only sixth in efficiency. Rehabilitation counselors ranked as the third most productive source of job leads, the third most often used source of leads, and the fourth most efficient method The second efficiency measure is similar to the first except that the denominator of the ratio is the number oi clients who used a particular method and who reported finding jobs while with the agency, whether or not the method led to the job. Thus, the difference between the two efficiency ratios is that the first is based on all clients using each method, including clients who did not find a job while with the agency. The second excludes clients who did not find a job while with the agency, and therefore compares the effectiveness of different methods among relatively successful job seekers. When only the most successful.job seekers are considered, the effectiveness of friends or relatives and schools are more pronounced.
Job Retention Table V Since jobs found through job developers, the state employment service, and want ads were most likely to be replaced, it is possible that jobs found through those methods were undesirable in terms of work conditions or wages, or that clients were promoted within the same organization or found different and perhaps better jobs at other companies. The low number of cases involved and the correlational nature of the study preclude any firm conclusions. It seems unlikely that the clients' abilities or competence were at issue because the clients were able to obtain different jobs. Instability of jobs found through counselors, direct application, and friends or relatives may in part reflect clients who are unmotivated to work or less able to retain a job, because the clients often did not find new jobs. Respondents' answers were divided into severely and not severely disabled (Table VI) , by more than 6% of ·the .respondents.
Problems in Job Search
In another study (Zadny and James, 1978) , rehabilitation counselors were asked, "What three fac~ors most often account for the difficulties your clients encounter. trying to find a job?" The most frequently cited responses, in descending order, were an unfavorable job market, deficient job se~king skills, poor employer re.ception, little or no work experience,' and lack of motivation. In contrast to the present study in which disability imposed limitations were mentioned most frequent~y, the counselors mentioned that problem .only 5. 4% of the time. Respondents who obtained a job either before their case was closed or later were less likely to state that their worst problem was disability ~mposed limitations (z = 2. 96, p <.OS) and were more likely to say that they experienced no problems (z = 3. 26, p <. 05) than individuals who had no job at closure and when surveyed. It makes sense that those who were more successful in their search would have fewer· problems and that they would not perceive their disabilities as preventing them from obtaining employment.
The response to the question did not differ significantly between females and males.
Job Seeking Skills Instruction
Forty-five and nine -tenths percent of the clients who reported receiving job seeking skills instruction found jobs before their cases were closed, whereas 54. 6% of the respondents who did not report participating in such classes found jobs. Thus, a greater percentage of individuals without job seeking skills training obtained jobs than those who attended such classes, but the difference was not statistically significant. It is possible either that individuals most likely to encounter difficulty in their job search were given job seeking skills training or that the instruction had a negative effect so that participants became less likely to find a job than if they had not received instruction.
Individuals who held a job when their case was closed were divided into those who were still employed in either the same job or a different jo~ and those that lost their jobs and failed to find another. Of those who were not offered job seeking skills instruction by OVRD, 80. 5% of those employed at closure were still employed when interviewed. But of the group who reported receiving job seeking skills training and were employed at closure, 68. 2% were still employed later. The difference was not statistically significant but the tendency was for the group that participated in job seeking skills training to have less stable e~ployment.
Of those respondents who were unemployed at closure and who received job seeking skills training, 50% obtained empl_oyment by the time of the interview, while 45. 1 % of those without instruction in job seeking skills found a job after clos·ure. Although this finding is not statistically significant, it suggests a tendency for job seeking skills training to have helped clients unemployed at closure to .subsequently find jobs. Clients, of course, were not randomly assigned to receive or not receive job seeking skills training.
Therefore, no firm conclusions can be drawn about the training's effectiveness. The findings do suggest that further research is needed to determine whether the training is being offered to the clients who can benefit from it and whether the training is as beneficial as previous studies suggest (Keith, Engelkes, and Winborn, 1977; McClure, 1972) .
CHAPTER IV
DISCUSSION
The effectiveness of job search methods seem to be similar for disabled and nondisabled individuals. Among nondisabled workers, the most productive sources of job leads are informal ones, .such as friends and relatives or direct application. Formal sources, such as want ads and employI?ent agencies, though widely used, yield relatively few jobs. These patterns tended to hold true for disabled workers studied. Friends or relatives and direct application were productive sources. However, unions and reh~bilitation counselors, which are formal sources, were also productive, but did not yield as many jobs. Some of the formal sources, such as job developers, the state employment service, want ads, and pr~vate employment agencies, did not appear to be effective. It appears that while informal methods of job search .are productive for disabled individuals, some formal sources are also valuable. To conduct an efficient job search, disabled individuals should use a few select formal sources more frequently than nondisabled workers and also rely on informal sources.
The results of the survey are comparable to the findings of two other studies which examined .the effectiveness of different search methods· among disabled populations. Jaffe, et al ( 1964) and Veglahn (1975) also found informal sources of job search are often the most productive sources and that formal methods, e·specially rehabilitation agencies and un~o~s, can also be helpful.
The results of this study are applicable to rehabilitation counselors. Generally, counselors should recommend that their clients use either the most efficient methods or the sources that lead to the mqst stable jobs. However, the most ef~icient methods· do not necessarily lead to the most stable jobs. There is no one best search method.
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Stability may not be directly associated with search method.
The type of individuals finding joqs through a particular method may have a more direct connection with the stability of the jobs they find.
For example, the. clients who obtain jobs through their counselors may be pron~ to ~xperience unstable employment, by either obtaining different jobs or becoming unemployed.
The two most effic~ent methods as measured by the ratio of jobs obtained by~ particular method and use of that method were friends or relatives and schools. The two methods which produced the mos~ jobs were friends or relatives and direct application.
However, 50% of the jobs found through friends or relatives ended in unemployment or were replaced by different jobs·. The methods leading to the most stable employment were schools and unions.
These are the methods on which clients should concentrate.
Because so few jobs were found through the methods which seemed inefficient and unstable, such as through job developers and private employment agencies, it is difficult to make generalizations. However, the state employment service and want ads 29 were both used quite frequently but with little success ·and when jobs· were found through these methods, they were usually replaced by other jobs. 
